United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
. P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 223 J 3- 1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 


FILING DATE 


FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. | 


CONFIRMATION NO. 


10/806,149 


03/23/2004 


Tadamoto Tamai 


042188 


1981 



38834 7590 07/18/2007 

WESTERMAN, HATTORI, DANIELS & ADRIAN, LLP 
1 250 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N W 
SUITE 700 

WASHINGTON, DC 20036 



EXAMINER 



KEENAN, JAMES W 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



3652 



MAIL DATE 



07/18/2007 



DELIVERY MODE 



PAPER 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication. 



PTOL-90A (Rev. 04/07) 



Office Action Summary 


Application No. 

10/806,149 


Applicant(s) 

TAMAI, TADAMOTO 


Examiner 

James Keenan 


Art Unit 

3652 





~ The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 
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1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Mitchell et al 
(US 6,350,097, previously cited). 

Mitchell shows a vacuum processing system comprising vacuum chamber 1, first 
load lock mechanism 3 (or 4) comprising a lift table 18 (or 26), a holding mechanism 
(electrostatic chuck; not shown but described in col. 3, lines 27-57) in the vacuum 
chamber for moving an object between a process position and a load position, and an 
internal arm capable of exchanging an object at the load position with another object, 
wherein the internal arm includes first and second independently swinging arms 22, 29 
supported at different positions in a swing axial direction 23, the first arm capable of 
swinging in a first direction to move an object at the load position to the lift table of the 
first load lock mechanism, while the second arm is capable of swinging in a second 
opposite direction to move another object from the lift table of the first load lock 
mechanism to the load position (col. 5, lines 17-49 and col. 6, lines 13-61). 

While applicant may allege that the arms of Mitchell are not capable of 
simultaneously swinging and moving objects in the manner set forth, because one of 
the arms would be blocked from entering the load lock while the other arm is already in 
the load lock, this is not what the claim requires. Rather, the claim merely requires the 
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arms to be capable of swinging and moving the objects in opposite first and second 
directions, which the arms of Mitchell clearly do. Note especially col. 6, lines 26-32, 
where, referring to the lower loadlock, it is disclosed that "the wafer ... can be gripped 
by upper gripper arm 29" and "the lower arm then moves a treated wafer into the lower 
loadlock". The claim does not require the arms to simultaneously load and unload 
respective objects to and from the load lock mechanism while both arms are in the load 
lock chamber, and even if it did, this passage implies that both arms are in the loadlock 
chamber at the same time. Even if this is not the case, the arms of Mitchell could be 
controlled such that a carefully executed combination of vertical and rotational motion 
would allow the swing arms to simultaneously enter the load lock. Again, it is noted that 
the arms need only be capable of having such movements; the movements themselves 
do not need to be explicitly disclosed. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-4, 7, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mitchell et al in view of Dickinson (US 6,852,644, previously cited). 
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Re claim 10, Mitchell shows a second load lock with a second lift table, but the 
loadlocks are vertically displaced along a line parallel to the swing axial direction rather 
than equidistantly spaced on a plane perpendicular thereto. 

Dickinson shows a vacuum processing system comprising vacuum chamber 64, 
first and second load locks 70, 76 which are equidistant from and disposed in a plane 
perpendicular to the swing axis of internal arm 82, external arm 90 capable of carrying 
the process object into at least the first load lock chamber, and first and second robot 
arms 88, 92 each of which is capable of transferring the process object between a stock 
site 84 and the external arm, and between the stock site and the corresponding first or 
second load lock. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified the apparatus of Mitchell by disposing the load locks in a 
plane perpendicular to the swing axial direction and equidistant therefrom, as shown by 
Dickinson, as both these type of loadlock arrangements are well known in the art, the 
vertically displaced arrangement generally being used where space savings are 
important, while the horizontal planar arrangement is generally less complex and 
therefore less expensive. 

Re claim 1, Mitchell shows an external robot (arm) 16 which is capable of moving 
an object from an external magazine to an orientation device and then to either of the 
load locks (col. 5, line 50 to col. 6, line 25). However, Mitchell does not show separate 
first and second robot arms outside the vacuum chamber each capable of transferring 
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the object between the magazine, the external robot, and the corresponding first or 
second load lock. 

As noted above, Dickinson shows first and second robot arms. Since both arms 
are clearly "capable" of reaching the stock site, the external arm, and at least one load 
lock, they are therefore inherently "capable" of transferring wafers in the manner set 
forth, even though not explicitly disclosed. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified the apparatus of Mitchell by utilizing two external robot arms, 
as shown by Dickinson, to further improve throughput. 

Re claims 2 and 7, Dickinson discloses aligner 94 which is also considered a 
buffer, absent any further structural limitations. Mitchell also discloses an orientation 
apparatus on the outside of the load lock (col. 5, lines 66-67). 

Re claims 3 and 4, Mitchell and Dickinson clearly discloses controls capable of 
operating the arms in the manner set forth. Again, note that functional recitations in an 
apparatus claim need not be explicitly disclosed by a reference but must merely be 
capable of being performed by that reference. 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 4/30/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments concerning claim 8 have been addressed above. 
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6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-4, 7, and 10 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James Keenan whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6925. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saul Rodriguez can be reached on 571-272-7097. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application. or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




-dames Keenan 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3652 
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7/10/07 



